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DETAILED ACTION 



Drawings 



1. 



The objection is withdrawn. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 



2. 



Rejections set forth previously under this section are withdrawn. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 



The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 29-37, 39, and 40 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Trudeau (US 5,209,804) in view of Nishimura (US 4,622,254). As to Claim 29, Trudeau 
teaches a cutting process in which a prepreg material is drawn off in one piece from a roll (Fig. 
1, item 28) and cut to size according to a given contour (Fig. 1, items 23 and 25). It is submitted 
that the fiber orientation in the pieces cut by Trudeau would obviously be matched to the loading 
forces to be placed on the component. 

Trudeau is silent to the particular prepreg claimed in Claim 29. However, Nishimura 
teaches a non- woven fabric reinforcement of a resin-impregnated mat from at least one layer of 
intersecting endless fibers which would obviously resemble a textile when its various layers are 
overlapped as depicted in Fig. 7. 
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It would have been prima facie obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to incorporate the method of Nishimura into that of Trudeau because (a) Trudeau 
suggests prepreg materials and Nishimura provides a prepreg which one would have recognized 
as being of the type suggested by Trudeau, or (b) the combination merely provides a known 
material (Nishimura) in a known process (Trudeau) in which the material would have been 
desirable. 

As to Claims 30-37, 39, and 40, Nishimura teaches a non-woven material built from 
layers having different alignment Fig. 7, items la-3), wherein at least one layer is 
unidirectionally aligned (Fig. 7, item 3 ), wherein the multitude of non-woven materials would 
obviously provide alignment in the effective direction of any force or wherein one would have 
found it obvious to reinforce in the stress direction (Fig. 7), wherein the mat is impregnated with 
resin (7:40-46) thereby joining the fibers to one another at their intersections, wherein an angle 
of intersection between the fiber includes 45 degrees which is interpreted to be a conventional 
textile configuration (3:25-31, 2:35-45), wherein the mat is built from several layers of non- 
woven material and wherein each interface exhibits a textile structure (Fig. 7, items 3/5 and 6/4), 
wherein the individual angles can be different (so long as they fulfill the 25-65 degree condition 
at 2:35-45), wherein the fibers are carbon (6:20-28), and wherein the fibers would obviously be 
prepared for flow (prepregs would obviously be prepared for pressing since the resin is not fully 
cured, 4:26). 



4. Claim 38 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Trudeau (US 
5,209,804) in view of Nishimura (US 4,622,254), and further in view of Woelfel (US 4,294,639). 
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Trudeau and Nishimura teach the subject matter of Claim 29 above under 35 USC 103(a). As to 
Claim 38, Trudeau and Nishimura appear to be silent to the claimed random fibers. However, 
prepregs having unidirectional fibers and chopped fibers in combination are conventional. See 
Woelfel, Figs. 1 and 16-18. It would have been prima facie obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time of the invention to incorporate the method of Woelfel into the modified 
process of Trudeau because (a) Trudeau suggests prepregs without limitation to any particular 
configuration, and Woelfel provides a prepreg, or (b) the combination merely provides a known 
prepreg configuration into a known process which utilizes prepregs, or (c) one would have been 
motivated to substitute the particular chopped fibers into the modified method of Trudeau in 
order to provide a material having more isotropic properties (strength in all directions). 

5. Claims 52-59 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Trudeau 
(US 5,209,804) in view of Nishimura (US 4,622,254), and further in view of Livingston (US 
3,881,978). As to Claims 52 and 53, Nishimura suggests heating under pressure (1 :20-21) and 
the particular non- woven reinforcement configuration claimed (see the rejection of Claim 29), 
and Trudeau teaches a resin-impregnated mat produced by drawing off from a roll as a web and 
cutting a blank having a crude contour (see the rejection of Claim 29), but the references appear 
to be silent to the blanks being placed into a press to reach a wall thickness, peeling off the 
backing and covering film, and pressing in a known manner. It is submitted, however, that 
Livingston teaches providing a backing sheet and a covering sheet (items 4 and 8), which are 
removed before pressing (Example 1), and that these aspects are conventional for use with 
prepregs. Multiple layers are stacked and pressed between plates in a known manner (5:48-60). 
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Note that these teachings are somewhat redundant over those already found in the Trudeau 
reference (column 1). It would have been prima facie obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
at the time of the invention to incorporate the method of Livingston into that of the modified 
Trudeau process because Trudeau suggests a laminate pressing process (which Livingston 
provides), and one would have incorporated the improvement of Livingston (the backing and 
covering sheets) into the Trudeau process in order to avoid spreading resin over the cutting and 
handling apparatus. 

Regarding Claims 54-59, Trudeau teaches substantially the claimed cutting device 
operated in the substantially the same manner. As to Claims 54 and 55, Trudeau teaches a 
numerically controlled cutter which would operate automatically by computer control (150). As 
to Claims 56 and 57, Trudeau teaches a pickup device (column 4, especially 4:29-59), and one 
would have found it obvious to use the Trudeau device to place directly into the mold cavity also 
suggested by Trudeau (1 :54-65). As to Claims 58 and 59, it is submitted that because all of the 
operations of Trudeau are numerically controlled (column 4), that there would obviously be a 
computer code stored in the computer to control all of the claimed operations. In the alternative, 
it would have been obvious to provide a code which controls all of the claimed operations. 



Response to Arguments 

6. Applicant's arguments filed 26 November 2008 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. The arguments appear to be on the following grounds: 

a) Nishimura discloses mats that are not suitable for flow-pressing since the seams would 
impede the deformation such that the mat would rip open. 
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b) Cutting to size of the composite webs of Nishimura would not be possible due to the 
sewing of the webs. The mats of Nishimura remain non-deformed in the further processing (See 
Figs. 1 OA- 101), and the structural components do not originate from mats pressed into form, but 
from a joining of several mats while they are bent into the form of the structural component. 

c) Trudeau does not provide a flow-press method. Trudeau fails to provide fibers 
matched to the loading. 

d) According to Woelfel, the contour of the structural component is not cut from a web 
precisely conforming to the contour. The webs generated are cut into pieces and must, as in 
conventional methods, be deposited by hand into different orientations. The orientation of the 
fibers at a specific crossing angle, as is evidence based on the enlarged detail, takes place in view 
of the fiber fraction in the rim flange. 

7. The arguments appear to be on the following grounds: 

a) If "flow-pressing" is different from the claimed process, then it is submitted that the 
argument is not commensurate with the scope of the claim. If "flow-pressing" merely refers to 
the claimed process, then it is unclear why the Nishimura material would impede deformation or 
rip open, as asserted by Applicants' arguments. While Nishimura does teach stitch yarns, 7, it is 
unclear why their presence would be contrary to any aspect of the Trudeau process. Indeed, it 
appears that one of the purposes of the Trudeau process is to provide cut plies that will minimize 
the amount of deformation necessary to conform to a particular mold configuration, suggesting 
that the use of Nishimura's stitching would not lead to problems. Such a ply (that of Nishimura) 
would readily conform to the desired configuration of the mold with a minimum amount of 
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bending and flexing. Additionally, arguments cannot take the place of actual proof, and no basis 
in the references has been offered for this assertion of inoperability. 

b) It must be noted that the entire mat of Nishimura is comprised of fibers. It is unclear 
why stitching would render the web impossible to cut when the stitching fibers are not likely to 
be significantly different in material or properties from those comprising the reinforcing fibers. 
While Applicants cite to Figs. 10A-10I of Nishimura for the proposition that the mats "must" 
remain non-deformed in further processing, it is submitted that the figures by themselves do not 
support that proposition. The figures show various contours, and the arguments do not point to 
any portion of the text which supports Applicants' position. 

c) Note that the claims do not recite a "flow-press" method, and to the extent that the 
claim limitations are met by the applied references, they constitute the flow-press method sought. 
Nishimura teaches fibers oriented in multiple different directions, at least some of which would 
be oriented in a direction matched to the loading. 

d) Applicants' arguments appear to point to a process relied upon for teachings about the 
obviousness of the interchangeability of various types of fibers (Woelful) to suggest that some 
aspect of the placement of those fibers in the mold is unobvious. The Examiner submits that this 
argument does not address the teachings relied upon or particularly rebut the rationale for the 
combination, and that the rejection remains valid. 
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Conclusion 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to MATTHEW J. DANIELS whose telephone number is (571)272- 
2450. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday, 8:00 am - 4:30 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Christina Johnson can be reached on (571) 272-1 176. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/Matthew J. Daniels/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 1791 

2/28/09 



